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worsen the flow of refugees from that
region. We simply cannot stand by and
watch that persecution.

I remember so well. We always talked
in terms of Bosnia, that we have to
contain that so it will not spill over
into the Kosovo region. Now just the
reverse has taken place. It is Kosovo
which threatens to spill over, dislodge,
and disrupt some of the achievements
that have occurred so far in Bosnia.

So the elections are important. The
unfolding developments in Kosovo—we
cannot predict today what they will be
a month from now, or 6 months from
now.

Further, there will be a new Congress
elected by the people of our country in
November. They will take their seats,
such Members as new Members who
come and those who will depart. We
will have a new Congress.

It seems to me that the new Congress
is entitled to take a fresh look at this
situation.

We also must take into consideration
that we are working today with our al-
lies on a variety of contingencies as
they relate to Kosovo, and any legisla-
tion which is directed to the future of
our commitment in Bosnia; that is, the
extent the ground forces remain in
place, the extent perhaps of their with-
drawal and the force levels and the
like, sends signals to people, particu-
larly President Milosevic, who, indeed,
is the prime perpetrator of the prob-
lems in that region, in my judgment,
and we have to be very careful, because
on the one hand if we address the fu-
ture of U.S. commitments in Bosnia
and at the same time we are trying to
work out contingency plans with our
allies, those two actions, in my judg-
ment, have to go hand in hand.

So it is terribly important that those
addressing this issue take into consid-
eration again the transitory nature of
the Kosovo problem, the elections that
are coming up, and the fact there will
be a new Congress, and therefore any
action that we take should not be
taken—and I am hesitant to think we
should take any action now—with re-
gard to dictating in many respects to
the Commander in Chief what is to be
done in that region beginning, say,
next spring. I think we have to be very
careful to recognize the constitutional
responsibilities of President Clinton in
this area, and we should do nothing to
abridge those constitutional respon-
sibilities.

So having said that, I will address
this subject further on Monday, but I
just wanted to lay down in today’s
RECORD some of my concerns about
this very important issue. It is driven
in large measure by the fact that the
Armed Forces of the United States
today have expended some $9.4 billion
for the Bosnia action to date and
through fiscal year 1998, and those dol-
lars could, in my judgment, have been
spent very wisely for modernization,
for research and development, and for
readiness. Those three areas are of
prime concern as regards our military
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today, and they are very, very serious
concerns. We will address those areas
further as we consider the authoriza-
tion bill. But it is an expensive com-
mitment there in terms of dollars and
U.S. troops, and it seems to me that we
have to continually work with our al-
lies so that those allies, particularly
the European allies, take a greater per-
centage of this burden in the months to
come.

It is clear that we cannot hope to
achieve the Dayton accords in a period
of time, perhaps within a year or so.
General Clarke, when he appeared be-
fore our committee, could not in any
way—and we understand this—specify
his estimate of time within which
those accords of Dayton could be
achieved. But nevertheless, it is the al-
lied forces under the NATO in place
today that have enabled the progress
to date that we are all very fortunate
to witness.

Now, Mr. President, I will return now
to the closing business of today’s ses-
sion of the Senate.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent there now be a period for the
transaction of morning business with
Senators permitted to speak up to 10
minutes each. In one instance I will
soon allocate 15 minutes at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ALAN GREENSPAN AND
ANTITRUST

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
Senate Judiciary Committee heard tes-
timony on Tuesday from Federal Re-
serve Board Chairman Alan Greenspan
and the Assistant Attorney General for
Antitrust, Joel Klein. The hearing was
called to discuss the economic impacts
of the recent wave of mergers and ac-
quisitions and the role of federal anti-
trust enforcers in today’s economy.

While the subject matter was narrow,
nothing less than the future of the
American economy is at stake in the
debate between those in this nation
who believe in the power and efficiency
of the free market and those who advo-
cate government control of the mar-
ket.

Both sides in the debate, and both
witnesses at the hearing, claim to be
working toward the same goals: con-
sumer protection, competition, and
economic expansion. But the contrast
in the means each side advocates to
achieve those ends is astonishing.

Alan Greenspan, arguably one of the
most powerful men in the world, urged
“humility’”’ on the part of government
antitrust enforcers, while Joel Klein
pushed for more government interven-
tion and more taxpayer money for his
division at the Department of Justice.

Once again Mr. President, I find the
attitude of the Clinton/Gore Adminis-
tration’s Justice Department dis-

S6693

turbing. It is quite apparent to this
Senator that Joel Klein and his staff
are anti-business, anti-success, and
anti-economic growth.

Mr. Klein pled for more, not less,
government control of the economy. In
fact, in his testimony Mr. Klein said,
““we reject categorically the notion
that markets will self-correct and we
should sit back and watch.” Instead,
Mr. Klein believes the government
should control every move of America’s
most successful and innovative compa-
nies in the name of competition and
consumer protection. His statement
strikes me as an endorsement of the
very kind of socialist-style command
and control economics embraced by the
Soviet Union that led to its collapse,
not the free market principles on
which the United States economy is
based.

Mr. Greenspan, on the other hand, a
long-time champion of the free market,
made the case that the Justice Depart-
ment and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion have been overstepping their
bounds recently in predicting how
mergers will affect the economy of the
future, and in prohibiting mergers on
the basis of predictions about that eco-
nomic future. He said, ‘I would like to
see far more firm roots to our judg-
ments as to whether particular market
positions do, in fact, undercut competi-
tion or are only presumed on the basis
of some generalized judgment of how
economic forces are going to evolve.”
Chairman Greenspan went on to point
out that, ‘“‘history is strewn with peo-
ple making projections which have
turned out to be grossly inaccurate.”

The Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, despite his power to do other-
wise, represents and advocates the
same common sense approach to com-
petition and consumer welfare as that
advocated by our founding fathers. His
vision is one in which the government
rarely intervenes in the free market
that, left alone, can provide more bene-
fits and broader economic wealth for
consumers than the smartest govern-
ment planners and politicians. His vi-
sion is one in which American entre-
preneurs invent amazing new products
and compete openly with one another
in a free, but relentless marketplace,
to meet the constantly changing de-
mands of consumers.

It is Mr. Greenspan’s vision that has
contributed to the greatest economic
growth in this nation’s history; that of
the Justice Department would under-
mine it.

In contrast to those of Mr. Green-
span’s, Mr. Klein’s comments reveal an
elitist, government-knows-best ap-
proach to economics. Under the guise
of consumer protection, Mr. Klein ad-
vocates government control of the
marketplace in order to prop up busi-
nesses that cannot compete success-
fully on their own.

I, for one, Mr. President, believe Mr.
Greenspan’s approach to be correct and
to be the one that has and will serve
the American consumers and the
American economy best.
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As Mr. Greenspan so eloquently put
it, “Through skill, perseverance, luck,
or political connections, competitors
have always pressed for market domi-
nance. It is free, open markets that act
to thwart achievement of such domi-
nance, and in the process direct the
competitive drive, which seeks eco-
nomic survival, towards the improve-
ment of products, greater productivity,
and the amassing and distribution of
wealth. Adam Smith’s invisible hand
does apparently work.”

Let us look, for example, at the Jus-
tice Department’s case against Micro-
soft—the most successful and innova-
tive company in the U.S. software in-
dustry. In this case, the Justice De-
partment argues that Microsoft does
not allow computer manufacturers to
customize the desktop. Mr. Klein’s so-
lution to this problem is for the gov-
ernment to force Microsoft to allow
competing desktops to be displayed on
Microsoft’s own operating system soft-
ware.

But only a few weeks after Mr. Klein
filed suit against Microsoft on this
front, the free market has produced its
own solution. A small, start-up soft-
ware company in Seattle called Pixel
has begun marketing a product that
makes use of the sliver of black screen
space surrounding Microsoft’s Windows
display on the desktop. Using this
empty space, Pixel’s software will
allow computer manufacturers to dis-
play their own control bar. The control
bar gives users direct access to web
sites chosen by the computer manufac-
turer.

In the next few weeks, Packard Bell
and NEC will start shipping computers
with Pixel’s new control bar on the
opening screen.

Compaq Computer has come up with
its own alternative. The company an-
nounced last week that it will provide
a special keyboard with a new range of
personal computers that incorporate
function keys for instant access to e-
mail, news, weather, shopping, and
other features.

Like the Pixel software, this new
keyboard enables Compaq to partner
directly with Internet publishers and
access providers, effectively bypassing
Windows.

These innovations make it clear that
the free market works much faster and
much more effectively than govern-
ment intervention. It is a lesson that
the Administration and Assistant At-
torney General Klein should take to
heart.

Mr. Klein’s counterpart at the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, Robert
Pitofsky, recently filed a similar case
against Intel, another highly successful
high tech company that has come
under fire for its very success.

The FTC has charged that Intel, in
attempting to protect its own intellec-
tual property, is engaging in anti-com-
petitive business practices. This suit
comes at the very time that Intel is
facing the toughest competition in the
microprocessor market that it has
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faced in its history as a company. The
FTC is as perverse as is the Depart-
ment of Justice.

Mr. Greenspan’s testimony is a
breath of fresh air in an increasingly
stifling era of big government inter-
vention in the free market. I urge my
colleagues in the United States Senate
to heed Mr. Greenspan’s words and to
join me in my efforts to bring reason
back into the debate over antitrust
policy.

———

SENATOR LOTT’S PROPOSED
HEALTH UNANIMOUS CONSENT
REQUEST

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I hope
very much that in the coming days, we
will be able to begin debate in the full
Senate on another major issue of vital
importance to the country—the re-
forms needed in our health care system
to end the abuses by HMOs and health
insurance companies. Critical decisions
on health care should be made by doc-
tors and their patients, not by insur-
ance industry accountants. It is long
past time for Congress to act to protect
patients and end these abuses. We face
a growing crisis of confidence in health
care.

A recent survey found that an aston-
ishing 80 percent of Americans now be-
lieve that their quality of care is often
compromised by their insurance plan
to save money. And, too often, they are
absolutely right.

One reason for this concern is the ex-
plosive growth in managed care. In
1987, only 13 percent of privately in-
sured Americans were enrolled in
HMOs. Today 75 percent are in some
form of managed care.

This issue goes to the heart of health
care and the fundamental doctor-pa-
tient relationship. At its best, managed
care offers the opportunity to achieve
greater efficiency and greater quality
in health care.

In too many cases, however, the pri-
ority has become greater profits, not
greater health. HMOs and conventional
insurance companies alike have abused
the system by denying coverage for
treatments that their customers need
and that their premiums should have
guaranteed.

In California, a Kaiser Foundation
study found that almost half of all pa-
tients reported a problem with their
health plan. Substantial numbers re-
ported that the plan’s actions caused
unnecessary pain and suffering, de-
layed recovery, or even resulted in per-
manent disabilities.

Projected to the national level, these
results indicate that 30 million Ameri-
cans develop additional health prob-
lems because of their plan’s abusive
practices—and a shocking 11 million
develop permanent disabilities.

The dishonor roll of those victimized
by insurance company abuse grows
every day. A baby loses his hands and
feet because his parents believe they
have to take him to a distant emer-
gency room rather than the one close
to their home.
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A Senate aide suffers a devastating
stoke, which might have been far mild-
er if her HMO had not refused to send
her to an emergency room. The HMO
now even refuses to pay for her wheel-
chair.

A woman is forced to undergo a mas-
tectomy as an outpatient, against her
doctor’s recommendation. She is sent
home in pain, with tubes still dangling
from her body.

A doctor is denied future referrals
under a managed car plan, because he
told a patient about an expensive
treatment that could save her life.

The parents of a child suffering from
a rare cancer are told that life-saving
surgery should be performed by an un-
qualified doctor who happens to be on
the plan’s list, rather than by a spe-
cialist at the nearby cancer center
equipped to perform the operation.

A San Diego paraplegic asks for re-
ferral to a rehabilitation specialist.
Her HMO refuses, and she develops a
severe pressure wound that a rehabili-
tation specialist would have routinely
checked and treated. She is forced to
undergo surgery, and is hospitalized for
a year with round-the-clock nursing
care.

A child suffers a severe shoulder dis-
location in a gym class. Frantic school
officials make repeated calls to her
HMO for authorization to call an am-
bulance. The accident has cut off the
flow of blood to her arm. Fortunately,
a mother who was also an emergency
room physician was there and was able
to give immediate treatment. Other-
wise, the child might have lost her
arm.

The list of these abuses goes on and
on.

Many of us in Congress have offered
legislation to end these abuses.

Our proposal is a common sense pro-
gram that guarantees the American
people the fundamental protections
that every good insurance company al-
ready provides, and that every Amer-
ican who pays insurance premiums de-
serves to have when serious illness
strikes.

But the Republican Leadership’s po-
sition on these protections is to pro-
tect the insurance industry instead of
protecting patients. They know that
they can’t do that in the light of day
before the American people. So their
strategy has been to work behind
closed doors to Kkill the bill. Keep it
bottled up in committee. No markup.
No floor vote. Delay, deny, and obfus-
cate—and hope the clock runs out.

And while the Republican Leadership
keeps the bill bottled up, they call on
the insurance companies and their
right-wing allies to use their vast re-
sources to manipulate public opinion.
The National Journal reported in No-
vember that ‘‘a coalition of business
groups, corporations, and health care
associations is planning a $1 million-
plus public relations and grass roots
blitz to derail new legislation calling
for increased regulation of health
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